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the premium. They can afford to pay 
for the benefits they receive. 

In light of the fact the Federal Gov-
ernment has just provided tax cuts in 
the range of $1,841 for people with in-
comes between $77,000 and $154,000 and 
up to $30,000 for people with incomes 
above $374,000, it seems to me people 
with annual incomes above $200,000 can 
afford to pay $2,793, which is the annual 
premium for Medicare Part B this year. 

We should focus funding so that 98 
percent of Medicare beneficiaries who 
have an annual adjusted gross income 
of less than $100,000 can continue to ac-
cess benefits. I think it is reasonable to 
ask those who can afford it to pay a 
greater share of the premium. We are 
still waiting for an official cost savings 
score from CBO, but I believe this 
amendment could save billions of dol-
lars. 

Once again, Mr. President, this 
amendment affects less than 2 percent 
and only those with incomes of more 
than $200,000 a year adjusted gross in-
come would pay the full premium of 
about $2,900 a year. We think this is a 
reasonable proposal. It is scaled up. It 
impacts no one below $100,000 adjusted 
gross income a year, and at the max-
imum for people of over $200,000 a year 
in adjusted gross income, the premium 
would be just $2,900. 

The income limits would be indexed 
to medical inflation and, according to 
current population survey data from 
2002, only 2 percent, or about 1 million 
people of the 38 million Medicare bene-
ficiaries, have incomes of over $100,000 
a year. This would protect the tax sub-
sidy for people who need it by encour-
aging those who have the dollars sim-
ply to pay either a greater share of the 
premium cost or the full premium cost. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EN-

SIGN). The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I join 

with Senator FEINSTEIN, Senator NICK-
LES, and others in presenting this 
amendment this evening. I believe this 
income-related Part B premium for 
only the wealthiest of seniors, a little 
over 1 percent of the entire Medicare 
population, is necessary to sustain the 
long-term solvency of the Medicare 
Program. 

I wish to make just three points on 
this issue. First, as Senator FEINSTEIN 
has said, previous Congresses have 
worked on this issue. In 1997, the Sen-
ate voted 70 to 30 to do exactly what we 
are doing here, and most of those Sen-
ators are still here today. 

Second, many of these seniors can af-
ford this added premium. Most seniors, 
it is safe to say, who are making over 
$100,000 a year have already paid off 
their mortgages. They have paid off 
their loans. They have educated their 
children. They can afford these higher 
premiums which would go from only 
$1,400 a year to $2,800 a year, at the 
most, depending on the income they 
make. So seniors who are making 
$100,000 at the most will pay only $1,400 
a year, and those making $200,000 will 

pay $2,800 a year. I do not think that is 
too much to ask to help keep this pro-
gram solvent. 

Finally, if we do not do this today, 
some other Congress is going to do it. 
In 1997, the National Bipartisan Com-
mission on the Future of Medicare was 
created to resolve the long-term insol-
vency facing the system. That was in 
1997 and it was known as the Breaux- 
Frist Commission. They did not report 
their work to Congress. They fell short 
of the votes necessary to report their 
work to Congress. 

However, it is interesting to note 
that one of the reasons they failed to 
get the votes to report to Congress was 
the President at the time, President 
Clinton, called for putting aside 15 per-
cent of budget surpluses the next 15 
years to pay down the debt and to 
shore up Medicare. Fifteen years of 
budget surpluses—when will we see 
those again?—to shore up Medicare. 
Because the Breaux-Frist plan did not 
include that, they did not get the votes 
necessary. 

Mr. President, now is the time to 
adopt this amendment. If we do not 
adopt it, future Congresses will have to 
wrestle with this dilemma. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, for the 

information of our colleagues, I am 
going to make a couple comments on 
this amendment. There may be an 
amendment by the Senator from Penn-
sylvania that will require a vote on or 
in relation to Senator CORZINE’s 
amendment. I think we are close to fin-
ishing. I hope we can. I just make those 
comments. 

I compliment Senator FEINSTEIN and 
also Senator CHAFEE, Senator ALEX-
ANDER, Senator MCCAIN, and others for 
supporting this amendment. Senator 
CHAFEE mentioned we passed the in-
come-related Part B premium several 
years ago with 70 votes. I believe the 
majority of people, a strong majority— 
looking at the people who voted for it— 
are still here. I hope we vote for it 
again. 

Medicare has some big problems long 
term. The bill before us has a lot of 
new subsidies but does not have a lot of 
reform to make it affordable for future 
generations. 

Part B right now is subsidized by 
general revenues 3 to 1 Federal Govern-
ment and individuals. The amendment 
before us on Part B says if individuals 
have income above $100,000, they should 
pay at least 50 percent. If they have in-
come above $200,000, they should pay it 
all. For couples, that would be $400,000. 
A couple could make $400,000 before 
they pay all their Part B premium. 

Surely we can do that. Why should 
we ask our kids and/or our grandkids, 
who might have incomes of $20,000 or 
$30,000, to be subsidizing individuals to 
that degree? 

I compliment my colleagues for this 
amendment. I will read from the an-
nual report of the board of trustees of 
the HI trust fund. It says: 

Similarly, SMI general revenues in the 
year 2002 were equivalent to about 7.8 per-
cent of personal and corporate Federal in-
come tax collected in that year. If such tax 
is to remain at the current level relative to 
the national economy, then SMI— 

That is Part B— 
general revenue financing in 2077 would rep-
resent roughly 32 percent of total income 
taxes. 

That is almost one-third of total in-
come taxes. That is not affordable. 
That is not sustainable. So I think the 
amendment we have before us by Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN and Senator CHAFEE 
and others is a small step in the right 
direction to try to make this system 
more affordable for future generations. 

I compliment my colleagues for this 
amendment. I urge our colleagues to 
support this small step toward reform. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

IN REMEMBRANCE OF STROM 
THURMOND 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, a few mo-
ments ago we were made aware that at 
9:45 tonight a close friend, a confidant, 
a colleague to most of us in this body, 
Strom Thurmond, passed away. 

It was a century ago when Mark 
Twain was alive and Teddy Roosevelt 
was President that James Strom Thur-
mond was born in South Carolina and 
at that time began a life unmatched in 
public service. Just about all of us in 
this body have had the real privilege of 
serving alongside Strom Thurmond. A 
long-time friend of Senator Thurmond, 
Hortense Woodson, once said of him: 

Everything he’s done has been done in the 
full. There’s no halfway doings about Strom. 

Indeed, Strom Thurmond will forever 
be a symbol of what one person can ac-
complish when they live life, as we all 
know he did, to the fullest. To his fam-
ily and his friends, we offer our sin-
cerest sympathies. 

It was unexpected that he would die 
this evening while we are in the middle 
of completing a very historic bill, and 
it would be clearly appropriate for us 
to make recognition of his passing for 
a moment now, with plans, either after 
completion of the bill tonight or to-
morrow, for people to make more ex-
tended statements. 

Again, we extend to his family our 
deepest sympathies and our continued 
prayers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I join 
with the majority leader in expressing 
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our heartfelt condolences to the family 
and to the State of Strom Thurmond. 
In many respects, he was a legend. 
Many of us had the good fortune to 
serve with him as a Senator. He was a 
Governor, a Presidential candidate, a 
soldier, a father, a citizen. In many re-
spects, he fought, lived, contributed, 
and legislated in a way that will be 
written about and commented on for 
years and decades to come. 

Much more will be said, but I think 
as we consider his contribution tonight 
we can say, as we consider the oppor-
tunity that we had to serve with him, 
Republicans and Democrats, that it 
was our privilege to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, my 
friend and colleague of 36 years in the 
Senate is gone. A giant oak in the for-
est of public service has fallen. 

I started with Senator Thurmond as 
a young law student in 1946 when he 
first ran for Governor and have been 
more or less with him over these many, 
many years. I will have a real recount 
of our work together later. That is the 
way it was even though we ended up on 
other sides of the aisle. There was 
never any doubt about the interests of 
South Carolina. 

We have all this argument going on 
now with respect, for example, to 
judges. He and I got together very 
early. We agreed when his President 
was in office from his particular party 
that he had the appointment, but he al-
ways asked me about it and, of course, 
I in turn asked him about it. We 
checked with each other. That is the 
kind of way we worked together over 
the some 36 years. 

I can say just a living legend of 
South Carolina now has been termi-
nated. But I want to give Nancy and 
the children my heartfelt condolences. 
Peatsy and I have known them and 
been with them over the many, many 
years. I will have more to say at a later 
time. I thank the leadership for their 
recognition. I hope, perhaps, when we 
complete our work tonight, we might 
adjourn out of respect for our col-
league. 

Mr. FRIST. Why don’t we take just a 
moment of silence in honor of Strom 
Thurmond. 

(Moment of Silence.) 
Mr. FRIST. I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PRESCRIPTION DRUG AND MEDI-
CARE IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 
2003—Continued 

AMENDMENT NO. 1132 
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 

call up amendment No. 1132 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 

SANTORUM] proposes an amendment num-
bered 1132. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To allow eligible beneficiaries in 

MedicareAdvantage plans to elect zero pre-
mium, stop-loss drug coverage protection) 

On page 343, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 

‘‘(f) ZERO PREMIUM STOP-LOSS PROTECTION 
AND ACCESS TO NEGOTIATED PRICES FOR ELI-
GIBLE BENEFICIARIES ENROLLED IN 
MEDICAREADVANTAGE PLANS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
provision of this part or part D, a 
MedicareAdvantage plan shall be treated as 
meeting the requirements of this section if, 
in lieu of the qualified prescription drug cov-
erage otherwise required, the plan makes 
available such coverage with the following 
modifications: 

‘‘(A) NO PREMIUM.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (d) or sections 1860D–13(e)(2) and 
1860D–17, the amount of the 
MedicareAdvantage monthly beneficiary ob-
ligation for qualified prescription drug cov-
erage shall be zero. 

‘‘(B) BENEFICIARY RECEIVES ACCESS TO NE-
GOTIATED PRICES AND STOP-LOSS PROTECTION 
FOR NO ADDITIONAL PREMIUM.—Notwith-
standing section 1860D–6, qualified prescrip-
tion drug coverage shall include coverage of 
covered drugs that meets the following re-
quirements: 

‘‘(i) The coverage has cost-sharing (for 
costs up to the annual out-of-pocket limit 
under subsection (c)(4) of such section) that 
is equal to 100 percent. 

‘‘(ii) The coverage provides the limitation 
on out-of-pocket expenditures under such 
subsection (c)(4), except that in applying 
such subsection, ‘$5000.00’ shall be sub-
stituted for ‘$3,700’ in subparagraph (B)(i)(I) 
of such subsection. 

‘‘(iii) The coverage provides access to nego-
tiated prices under subsection (e) of such sec-
tion during the entire year. 

‘‘(C) APPLICATION OF LOW-INCOME SUB-
SIDIES.—Notwithstanding subsection (f) or 
section 1860D–19, the Administrator shall not 
apply the following provisions of subsection 
(a) of such section: 

‘‘(i) Subparagraphs (A), (B), (C), and (D) of 
paragraph (1). 

‘‘(ii) Subparagraphs (A), (B), (C), and (D) of 
paragraph (2). 

‘‘(iii) Clauses (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv) of para-
graph (3)(A). 

‘‘(2) PENALTY FOR ENROLLING IN A ZERO PRE-
MIUM STOP-LOSS PROTECTION PLANS AFTER INI-
TIAL ELIGIBILITY FOR SUCH ENROLLMENT.—In 
the case of an eligible beneficiary that en-
rolled in a plan offered pursuant to this sub-
section at any time after the initial enroll-
ment period described in section 1860D–2, the 
Secretary shall establish procedures for im-
posing a monthly beneficiary obligation for 
enrollment under such plan. The amount of 
such obligation shall be an amount that the 
Administrator determines is actuarially 
sound for each full 12-month period (in the 
same continuous period of eligibility) in 
which the eligible beneficiary could have 
been enrolled under such a plan but was not 
so enrolled. The provisions of subsection (b) 
of such section shall apply to the penalty 

under this paragraph in a manner that is 
similar to the manner such provisions apply 
to the penalty under part D. 

‘‘(3) PROCEDURES.—The Administrator shall 
establish procedures to carry out this sub-
section. Under such procedures, the Adminis-
trator may waive or modify any of the pre-
ceding provisions of this part or part D to 
the extent necessary to carry out this sub-
section. 

‘‘(4) NO EFFECT ON MEDICARE DRUG PLANS.— 
This subsection shall have no effect on eligi-
ble beneficiaries enrolled under part D in a 
Medicare Prescription Drug plan or under a 
contract under section 1860D–13(e).’’ 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, one 
of the key components that many 
Members on this side of the aisle would 
like to see accomplished is to draw as 
many people as possible into the com-
petitive model set up in this bill. We 
believe it is the more efficient, higher 
quality delivery of health care serv-
ices, the Medicare Advantage plan. 

Unfortunately, through negotiations, 
a lot of the incentives the President 
has to encourage people to get into 
those plans and thereby make them 
work have been taken out in the cur-
rent version on the floor. That is to the 
great consternation, I know, of the 
White House and many Members on 
this side of the aisle. 

For quite some time I have been try-
ing to think how they can create incen-
tives—carrots, if you will, as opposed 
to sticks—to encourage people to get 
into these kinds of plans. Originally, I 
intended to offer a differential ben-
efit—in other words, a benefit that 
would have what I call a standard ben-
efit in the fee-for-service option and an 
enhanced benefit in the Medicare Ad-
vantage option. I was fairly convinced, 
in discussing with the people on my 
side of the aisle, we probably would not 
have a chance to succeed; that there 
were people who had made commit-
ments that a differential benefit was 
not something for this time. 

I went about trying to figure out, 
could we create incentives to people to 
come into Medicare Advantage, which I 
believe is the future of Medicare and 
the best way to run the system without 
creating a differential benefit. The 
amendment before the Senate does 
that. The amendment before the Sen-
ate creates an option for beneficiaries 
who participate in Medicare Advan-
tage. It is a pharmaceutical option. In-
stead of just having no pharmaceutical 
benefit, which you could if you do not 
get into the Medicare Advantage Pro-
gram, we have the standard benefit 
which is required if you participate in 
the PPOs, HMOs, and POSs that will be 
created here. 

What I will do with this amendment 
is create another option for seniors 
who select Medicare Advantage. That 
option would be a zero premium cata-
strophic benefit. So you could choose 
between the standard benefit, the $35 
premium, and the 50 percent copay, and 
the donut hole, and all the things de-
scribed over and over again, or if you 
did not want to pay a premium but 
wanted some catastrophic coverage, 
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